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Introduction
With the massive influx of non-western immigrants from the 1970s onwards, the Netherlands has turned into an immigration country. In the past few decades, large numbers of immigrants from less-developed non-western countries have changed the demographic and social composition of the population at the national level. The newcomers are concentrated in the economic urban centres in the Western part of the country, mainly in older neighbourhoods where houses are cheaper. This tendency to spatial concentration in the older urban parts in the country was accelerated by an ongoing selective suburbanization of natives. As a result, many neighbourhoods in the four largest Dutch cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, and Utrecht have become predominantly inhabited by migrants.
Government policies on the national and local levels seek to counteract this tendency. Most policy measures are based on the assumption that the spatial segregation of the poor derives from their individual economic position. If a neighbourhood becomes less popular, those who cannot afford to live in a more expensive neighbourhood stay and are joined by newcomers who are equally impoverished. Eventually, the selective residential mobility leads to more economic segregation. Since non-western migrants have a less favourable economic position, an outcome of more ethnic segregation is selective mobility. Previous research has demonstrated that disparities in income and wealth play an important part in explaining ethnic residential segregation (Bolt and Van Kempen, 2003) . Policy makers tend to focus on the housing market to manipulate residential mobility, because the high density of social-rental houses in the large cities is seen as one of the main sources of ethnic residential segregation. Correspondingly, mixing housing stocks is viewed as an effective instrument to create integrated neighbourhoods where various economic classes and, implicitly, different ethnic groups will reside (Musterd et al., 2003) . However, little is known about the driving forces in the ongoing process of ethnic spatial segregation on a local level. This study examines ethnic differences in mobility patterns in the Netherlands and aims to assess the role of observed characteristics and unobserved factors such as preferences and discrimination.
In addition to disparities in individual socioeconomic positions, preferences can drive location choice according to the ethnic composition of the neighbourhood. One can argue that the preferences of natives, the dominant group, are more important in initiating the outflow and the transformation of a neighbourhood, because natives are in a relatively advantageous position. They have more opportunities to realize their preferences to live in a neighbourhood with a desired ethnic composition. Whatever the reasons from which they may be derived, native segregatory taste or intolerance does not need to be very pronounced. Schelling (1971) suggests in his segregation model that the individual behaviour of the dominant group, even if based on minor differences in preferences, can lead to segregation in urban areas, even in the absence of other segregating forces.
Preferences regarding the ethnic makeup of the neighbourhood are difficult to identify in the absence of qualitative information on stated preferences. The housing demand survey contains some information, but it is unsatisfactory. Such data are not available in the Netherlands. Instead, we have used a rich individual administrative data file from 2003 (SSD) housed by Statistics Netherlands. This unique database allows ethnic differences to be considered with respect to many individual demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, as well as relevant 3 neighbourhood characteristics and housing market restrictions. Additionally, the attachment to residence location is approximated by the presence of parents in the same municipality, bearing in mind recent evidence of the relatively great adverse effect of family ties on mobility behaviour among blacks and low-income groups (Spilimbergo and Ubeda, 2004; Dawkins, 2006) . The data allow individual geographical mobility to be tracked, but do not include direct information on stated preferences. Therefore, to uncover the role of preferences and discrimination in ethnic segregation process, an implicit strategy has been applied: the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition technique. This identifies the contribution of observed relevant factors in data to the mobility behaviour. The remaining unexplained part of mobility behaviour may be attributed to preferences and discrimination, which we refer to here as preferences. The role of more explicit discrimination in the Dutch housing market is likely to be more limited and more embedded in preferences than in the United States. However, the unexplained part could also be the result of some other factors that are not in our data. Nevertheless, this study has the potential to distinguish the preference component of ethnic residential sorting in the Netherlands, because most relevant factors are taken adequately into account.
The paper is organized as follows: the next section gives a brief history of immigration to the Netherlands and ethnic spatial concentration. Section 3 consists of a description of the data file used. In Section 4, we discuss the analytical framework to estimate the geographical mobility patterns by ethnic background. In Section 4, the mobility differentials are decomposed into explained and unexplained components. Section 5 concludes.
Trends in spatial concentration
The recruitment of guest workers from Mediterranean countries, Turkey and Morocco in particular, initiated a continuous growth of the share of non-western migrants in the Dutch population. Many of the guest workers did not return home and formed the basis of immigrant communities that grew rapidly through family reunification in the 1970s and 1980s and family formation in more recent years. In the mid-1970s, immigration flows from the former Netherlands colonies of Surinam and the Antilles gave an additional impetus to the growing share of immigrant population. In addition, immigration from developed countries has comprised almost half the immigration flows and has followed business cycles. During the 1990s, asylum seekers dominated immigration flows. Between the early 1970s and 2007, the new non-western population has grown tenfold from 160,000 to 1.7 million, including the second generation, while the number of western migrants has reached 1.4 million.
The Netherlands population has always been concentrated in the western part of the country where economic activities are concentrated, and today this tendency is even more marked for the newcomers. At the regional level, the newcomers are concentrated in the cheaper areas in the urban zones, mainly in the older neighbourhoods with cheaper houses. In contrast with other migrants, the Surinamese and Antillean population have also settled in some newly-built housing stock. Asylum seekers in the 1990s spread out on arrival, but later also tended to move to the cities (Zorlu and Mulder, forthcoming) .
The regional and urban concentration tendencies on arrival in the Netherlands have coincided with the already established residential suburbanization process of natives, which accelerated in the 1960s. Since the 1970s, this suburbanization has resulted in a sharp decline of the -at that time-mainly native urban population. At the same time, a mainly non-western foreign-born 4 population settled in these cities and partly compensated for the native Dutch residential outflow, so that the total number of inhabitants of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, and Utrecht has been stable since the mid-1980s. This quantitative stability in population size, however, hides the ongoing social demographic dynamics in population composition, especially regarding ethnicity. This ethnic selective residential mobility has correlated with the socioeconomic status of movers (Musterd et al., 2007) . Next to the ethnicity-specific migration patterns, natural growth figures differentiate similarly according to ethnic background. The native city population shows a clear excess of deaths over births, while the natural increase of the non-western foreign population stimulates the overall natural increase in the large cities. The combination of migration and natural growth trends explains the very fast changes in ethnic composition of the four largest Dutch cities (Bontje and Latten, 2005) .
Among migrants, residential segregation is stronger for those of non-western origin. In 2004, 10 percent of the Dutch population was non-western, but in the four largest cities their share was one third. Within these cities their concentration is even stronger. In some neighbourhoods in The Hague, Amsterdam or Rotterdam, the share of non-western foreigners has reached levels above 70 percent and even 80 percent, in contrast with the national share of 10 percent. The structure of the housing market is probably an important factor in the Netherlands. Local housing markets in large cities are dominated by social rental housing and an extension of the housing stock is subject to physical limitations. The presence of a social housing sector with a non-competitive rental policy below market prices together with tight regulations generates a formidable rationing regime. Choices within the same city are limited for those who want to improve their housing quality by moving to a larger and more comfortable home. The suburbs are a logical option for short-distance mobility induced by economic and life cycle factors. In this study, housing market conditions generating this type of mobility have been carefully controlled for.
While the suburbanisation trend of natives continues, the non-western population is also suburbanising. At first glance one can welcome this tendency as proof of the social mobility of non-western inhabitants who participate in a general pattern like the suburbanization process, and respond in a similar manner to shortages in urban housing stock. However, one can also see that the direction of suburbanisation for ethnic groups is not a random process. It is rather selective. Migrant movers from large cities choose municipalities where their co-ethnics are residing, while the native outflow heads for other places. This pattern may be an indication not only of socioeconomic upward mobility, but also of ethnic preferences.
Previous research
Previous research has provided evidence that differences in preferences have certainly been influential in neighbourhood racial and ethnic transition, even when account is taken of other segregating forces such as individual and family-level variables and non-ethnic neighbourhood characteristics. The preferences of the dominant group have two components: moving out; not moving into an area where the share of ethnic minority groups is high and growing. Earlier studies considered only the outflow of whites, regarded as white flight. More recently, the role of whites has been expressed as white avoidance, which captures both outflow from, and not moving into, ethnically mixed areas (Quillian, 2002; Crowder, 2000; Clark, 1992) .
Recent studies argue that the concentration of blacks and low-income families is persistent owing to the low inter-neighbourhood mobility of these groups. Spilimbergo and Ubeda, 2004 5 demonstrate the importance in the decision to migrate of family attachment, but it is much more important for Blacks than for Whites, despite their many characteristics associated with high geographical mobility such as a low rate of marriage and home ownership and high unemployment. Dawkins, 2006 shows that the inter-neighbourhood mobility of families with children is negatively affected by local kinship ties and the social networks of children. The effect of local social ties is particularly strong for low-income families. In this study we consider an individual's attachment to the residence location, which is approximated by the presence of parents in the same municipality.
Studies using surveys of stated preferences suggest that the willingness of whites to live in a multiethnic area decreases as the share of Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians in a neighbourhood increases and the tolerance of whites has increased in the course of time. These studies also suggest that the tolerance is higher for the ethnic makeup of origin location than for a desired ethnic composition of the destination neighbourhood (Farley et al., 1978 (Farley et al., , 1994 Galster, 1990; Clark, 1992; Krysan, 2002) . The observed trend in ethnic and racial segregation confirms the indications of survey research (Crowder, 2000; Cutler et al., 1999) . Although some members of the dominant group seem to have higher degrees of tolerance, individual behaviour culminates in aggregate results that are associated with higher observed level of ethnic residential segregation than expected. Schelling, 1971 linked aggregate population processes to individual behaviour in his neighbourhood tipping model, which predicts that unorganized individual behaviour based on slight differences in preferences can generate a perpetual process of white flight, culminating in the loss of even more tolerant whites. Drawing on data on either stated preferences or actual patterns, American researchers have established that many urban areas have experienced a drastic transition, given the extent of housing facilities, which suggests the existence of a critical point of racial composition -neighbourhood tipping-above which white avoidance perpetuates ethnic and racial segregation. This evidence is consistent to life course developments captured by a large number of relevant variables that may influence spatial mobility (Crowder et al., 2006; Cutler et al.,1999; Galster,1990) Data employed in segregation research usually include either stated preferences or actual mobility behaviour, but seldom both, because actual mobility behaviour follows the preference statement with a time lag that in survey studies is hard to capture. Survey studies based on expressed preferences and attitudes provide some indications about the possible effect of an ethnic/racial component of individual mobility, but are unable to identify their influences on actual mobility behaviour. On the other hand, data on actual mobility patterns without preference assessment cannot fully measure the role of preferences. These are likely to be correlated with many individual and family-level factors as well as non-ethnic neighbourhood characteristics. Perhaps this is the reason why researchers have not been able to provide direct evidence of the impact of preferences. In this study, preferences are derived from mobility behaviour. Differences in the ethnic composition of destination neighbourhood between natives and migrants are decomposed into explained and unexplained components, as formally shown in section 4.
In Europe, research on segregation is scarce, probably because of the relatively low levels of ethnic concentration and small number of segregated areas in urban areas (Musterd, 2005) . Dutch data suggest that neighbourhoods that already had higher concentrations of ethnic population showed faster transformation to segregation than other neighbourhoods (Latten, Nicolaas and Wittebrood, 2005) . However, solid evidence of the role of preferences in the segregation 6 tendency is lacking in European research. This study contributes to our understanding of the dynamics of segregation.
Data
We have used a rich individual administrative databank from 2002 and 2003, the Social Statistical Database (SSD) housed by Statistics Netherlands. The data cover the entire population of the Netherlands. The occurrence of mobility between neighbourhoods is identified by comparing the residence neighbourhoods on the third Friday of September 2002 and 2003. The availability of data on two points in time enables us to observe the origin and destination neighbourhoods and the changes in individual and household statutes as well as neighbourhood conditions, although the last will probably be very small. Since the data cover the entire population and national geographical area, we have been able to construct aggregate variables on the neighbourhood level, which is the smallest available spatial area in the data, with an average of about 1700 residents.
After estimating the neighbourhood transition matrix displayed in table 2, we took a random sample of 1 percent from the entire population of around 16.4 million to be able to perform more sophisticated regression analyses that would otherwise be impossible to conduct with the technical capacity available. Furthermore, we restricted the sample to people aged 18 to 64 years who are potentially decision makers in the household, since the head of household is not identified in the data.
For the analysis, three major groups are distinguished: natives, non-western migrants, and western migrants. The last category contains migrants from developed countries. The nonwestern category consists of the migrants from developing countries. It is dominated by four large groups: Turks, Surinamese, Moroccans, and Antilleans. Table 1 gives the descriptive statistics for a large number of individual and neighbourhood-level variables for the three main groups. In addition to the main demographic and household characteristics, the transition in household structure is also given by two dummy variables indicating the transition between single and married status. The socioeconomic position is measured by dummy variables defined on the basis of income source as employed, unemployed, student, receiver of another benefit, and inactive, which is the reference category. Additionally, separate dummies have been constructed to control for the levels of earned income defined as the quartiles of the distribution. The neighbourhood characteristics are approximated by a set of variables indicating the mean income, the unemployment rate, the share of owner-occupied houses, the mean value of houses, and the share of non-western migrants. To approximate the degree of neighbourhood attachment, three control variables are used to indicate the presence of parents in the municipality (both parents; one parent; no parents in the municipality) with parents not alive as the reference. We have considered the municipality level rather than the neighbourhood, because municipalities and distances are relatively small and transportation in the Netherlands is easy. Unfortunately, this rich data file does not include information on education, which is a very important variable in this kind of research.
It immediately becomes apparent that there are substantial differences between the characteristics of natives and non-western migrants. Western migrants are similar to natives; more than half of them were born in the Netherlands, while only 15 percent of non-western migrants are second generation. Non-western migrants are relatively young and are less likely to be employed or 7 homeowners. Their household size is large and they are less likely to reside apart from their parents. Their concentration is substantially high in the three largest cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and The Hague. They live more often in neighbourhoods where the value of houses is relatively low and the unemployment rate is high. 
Mobility pattern
The differences between the residential mobility patterns of natives and immigrant groups can be shown using some categories for the degrees of concentration of non-western migrants. We define seven neighbourhood types using 10 percent intervals up to 60 percent and one interval for the higher degrees. Since we are interested in examining a single mobility (2002 to 2003) , the inter-(and intra-)neighbourhood mobility among these seven categories can be captured by a K x K transition matrix, A 2002, and N i,2002 is the number of inhabitants in neighbourhood i in 2002. We have estimated transition probabilities separately for natives, non-western, and western migrants. Table 2 presents the estimates of a matrix of transition probabilities. The last two columns have been added to reveal the distribution of the population and the propensity to move over the neighbourhood type. The second column from the right shows that the propensity to move among natives increases monotonically with the share of non-western migrants in the neighbourhood. The propensity to move is slightly lower when the share of non-western migrants is less than 21 percent. A similar pattern holds for western migrants. On the other hand, for non-western migrants the propensity to move is almost constant at around 14 percent across the neighbour types.
Ethnic sorting becomes more visible when we look at the destination-neighbourhood type of movers. The entries in the rows of the table show the redistribution of individuals living in neighbourhood i in 2002 over the neighbourhood types one year later. The diagonal of the matrixes shows the preservation in the same neighbourhood types for natives and immigrant groups. The distribution above the diagonal shows the dispersion of population towards locations with more migrants, while the distribution below the diagonal shows dispersion in the opposite direction. Note that also not movers are included in the calculations, in addition to movers, whereby the change in the neighbourhood ethnic composition looks like small. It is immediately apparent that natives are mainly diffused over the neighbourhoods with a lower percentage of non-western migrants (that is, there is more dispersion below the diagonal), while the distribution of migrants ─ especially non-western migrants ─ is more prominent above the diagonal.
Natives residing in the neighbourhoods where less than 10 percent of the population is non-native are less inclined to move. If they do, their destination is more likely to be a low (immigrant) concentration area. When they reside in neighbourhoods with more non-western neighbours, their destination is often a less concentrated neighbourhood. 9 
Analytical strategy
We first consider the subset of movers alone and regress the native concentration onto the mover's destination, on a vector of some individual demographic and economic variables, and a vector of the immigrant groups distinguished, . The parameters of this model are estimated by an ordinary least square (OLS) estimator neglecting the possible selectivity of movers. To assess the impact of variable groups, four models were estimated, starting with a simple model with the most exogenous variables. Subsequently, the model was extended with variables reflecting the demographic, household, and socioeconomic position of individuals, the neighbourhood ethnic composition, and the three largest cities. Standard errors have been adjusted at the municipality level, since neighbourhoods are nested in municipalities. The estimates are presented in table 3. All variables refer to the first year prior to moving (2002), except those indicating the change in marital status (from single to married and from couple to single). The analysis shows that the native concentration in the destination neighbourhood is 12 to 21 points lower for non-western immigrant groups (that is, the Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese, Antilleans and other non-western groups) after controlling for all background variables, except the percentage of non-western migrants in the origin neighbourhood and the three largest cities. Including this last variable has a substantial influence on the immigrant groups' coefficients; they are almost 50 percent lower. This suggests that almost half the segregatory behaviour of non-western migrants can be explained by the fact that 10 they were living in segregated areas. An alternative explanation is that migrants, especially nonwestern migrants living in segregated areas, are less likely to move to native neighbourhoods. However, OLS estimates will not provide consistent and asymptotically efficient parameter estimates if the decision to move is correlated with the choice of destination-neighbourhood type. Intuitively and theoretically, there are two reasons why these two decisions could be interrelated. First, individuals may decide to move when they intend to sort themselves by ethnic background. Second, more fundamentally, an individual facing a choice set will potentially make a nonrandom selection. Again, this suggests the selectivity of movers. The decision to move and the choice of destination-neighbourhood type are both choices. Preferences bounded by household income and housing market conditions are likely to play an important part in generating selective 11 mobility. This line of argumentation has led us to estimate a selection model which allows these decisions to be correlated (Heckman, 1979; Wooldridge, 2002) .
Selection Model
The patterns of residential mobility of both natives and ethnic minorities reflect the process of ethnic residential segregation. In this process, the movers' choice of destination-neighbourhood type is central to this study. Since the decision to move is also a choice given all relevant restrictions on the mobility, movers are likely to be inclined to choose a certain neighbourhood type. The selectivity of movers will differ strongly across ethnic groups if an ethnic sorting process is in operation. We consider the selectivity of movers in examining the choice of the destination-neighbourhood type in terms of the percentage of natives.
The location choice of an individual household follows a two-equation selection model. The destination of the move is given by a linear model (the outcome equation), while the inclination to move is determined by a probit model (selection equation).
Let the choice of destination location and the decision to move for individual i be expressed by the following functions:
The outcome equation:
The selection equation: 
where is the standard normal cumulative distribution function. The destination location type is only observed for those for whom , so that the expected neighbourhood type of movers is determined as: 
where i υ is the error term. The parameters of (1) and (2) can be estimated by the maximum likelihood (MLE) method allowing the correlation of the error terms 1 (Wooldridge, 2002 ). The selection model can be successfully estimated, because we have a number of explanatory variables potentially affecting the inclination to move, but not necessarily the destinationneighbourhood type (Sartori, 2003) (see table 4 ). These variables are the neighbour characteristics measuring the economic and housing market conditions in the neighbourhood such as the mean value of houses, income level, the share of owner-occupied homes, together with the presence of parent(s) to approximate the local attachment. This large number of variables is certainly a good basis to estimate the proposed selection models, compared to previous applications of selection models, although not all of these variables are supposed to be exogenous to the share of migrants in the destination neighborhoods.
The sign of the selection coefficient is expected to be positive if those who are more likely to choose native neighbourhoods have a higher probability of moving. It will be negative when movers to immigrant neighbourhoods are more likely to move. For the pooled sample, the sign of the selection coefficient is hard to predict, because natives and migrants may have different motives for moving and different preferences for the destination-neighbourhood type.
Empirical Results
First, we estimated the parameters of the outcome and selection models including a various set of variables using the pooled sample. Table 4 displays the estimates of the outcome equation and corresponding selection equation, since both models are important. The selection equation is, in fact, a probit model estimating the probability of moving. The first model includes the individual characteristics in the outcome equation that are strictly exogenous and, additionally, some neighbourhood characteristics in the selection equation to ensure model identification. The following models utilise variables for household situation, socioeconomic position, the concentration of non-western people in origin neighbourhoods, and controls for the three largest cities. In this way, the influence of variable groups can be demonstrated. The selection correction term, lambda, is significantly positive in the models I-IV, which suggests a positive selection by movers. Those who tend to move to neighbourhoods with a higher share of natives are more likely to move. Note that this positive selection does not necessarily hold for all groups. When the same model is estimated separately for natives and immigrant groups, the sign of the selection coefficient is positive for natives and western migrants, but statistically not significant for nonwestern migrants, as discussed in the next section (see table A1 in appendix).
Concentrating first on the estimates of the outcome equation, it is immediately apparent that nonwestern migrants, especially Surinamese and Moroccans are less likely to move to neighbourhoods with a higher share of native population than natives, the reference group. Model I indicates that the percentage of natives in the destination neighbourhood of Surinamese and Moroccans is 23.29 and 22.77 points lower than that in the destination neighbourhood of native movers when only age and gender controls are used. After controlling for the concentration of non-western migrants in the origin locations, their estimates decline substantially, but remain significantly high at about 10.4 and 11.8, as shown by model IV. Those who lived in ethnicallysegregated neighbourhoods are more likely to move to neighbourhoods with a lower share of natives. This last model indicates a comparable mobility pattern for Turkish and other nonwestern migrants. The native-immigrant difference in the native concentration in destination neighbourhoods is the smallest for western migrants by almost 6 points. On the other hand, the second generation and those who married are more likely to move neighbourhoods with a higher share of natives. This also holds for employed people. The effect of gender and age on the location choice seems to be negligible.
The estimates of the selection equation give the probability of moving. After controlling for observed individual and neighbourhood characteristics, only other non-western migrants have a higher probability of moving. No significant difference was found between natives and other immigrant groups. The higher mobility among non-western migrants is possibly the result of their relatively short stay in the Netherlands. The category of non-western migrants contains a substantial share of asylum migrants and other recent migrants (Zorlu and Mulder, (forthcoming)). Higher observed mobility among other ethnic minority groups is ascribable to their young age structure and household status in comparison with natives. In line with the literature, larger households with a higher degree of local attachment and homeowners are less likely to move, while a change in marital status is strongly associated with mobility. So, the presence of (a) parent(s) in the same municipality has a significant negative effect on the probability of moving. Individuals who live in a better home in the neighbourhood, given a higher value of their own home, are less likely to move. Notably, the mobility behaviour seems to be negatively influenced by the concentration of all non-western immigrant groups in the origin neighbourhood. 
Decomposing differential
The estimates of linear models show that the types of destination neighbourhoods differ substantially between native and immigrant groups. Significant differences in the age distribution, household, and socioeconomic characteristics of natives and immigrant groups explain some part of ethnic mobility differentials, but much of the differentials remains unexplained by the factors observed. In order to uncover the explained and unexplained parts of mobility differences between natives and separate ethnic groups, we adopted the Oaxaca-Blinder linear decomposition technique (Oaxaca, 1973; Blinder, 1973) using the separate regression models for each group. We clustered the migrants into two groups: western and non-western. This technique is widely used in the economics literature to decompose wage and employment differentials between various ethnic groups or between men and women into two components: differentials attributed to differences in endowments or observed characteristics, and an unexplained component, which may be supposed to capture labour market discrimination (Oaxaca,1973; Blinder, 1973; Catton, 1988; Neumark, 1988 , Oaxaca & Ransom, 1994 Neuman & Oaxaca, 2004) .
In this study, we applied this decomposition technique to assess the native-immigrant differentials in destination-neighbourhood types that cannot be explained by the characteristics of the ethnic groups in the models. This unexplained part may be attributed to two main groups of factors. First, the majority population can hinder the spatial assimilation of ethnic minority groups. For instance, discrimination in the housing market, both for renters and buyers, and other institutional factors can hamper the mobility of ethnic minority groups towards places with a higher share of natives. Second, ethnic minority groups' own preferences may be a reason for remaining in an immigrant neighbourhood. These two components of unexplained differentials are hard to distinguish in the administrative data without additional information about attitudes. However, this unexplained part of the choice behaviour might reflect the preferences of natives and ethnic minorities to live in neighbourhoods with a higher share of their own ethnic group, and discrimination. The absence of sound empirical evidence on discrimination hints at the difficulty of assessing discrimination in the housing market, since in the Netherlands discrimination is likely to be subtle. This contention also supports our implicit strategy to assess the unexplained component of mobility. After controlling for relevant demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, residing closer to co-ethnics may indicate migrants' preferences shaped by comparative advantages of ethnic good and networks.
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According to the Oaxaca-Blinder technique, the observed mean differential of the percentage of natives in the destination neighbourhood, In the original form of the decomposition, Oaxaca (1973) proposes either a male or female wage structure as the non-discriminatory wage structure. Later studies suggest a non-discriminatory wage structure be estimated, so that (6) becomes
where the estimated non-discriminatory structure is given as
suggests a weighting matrix ( Ω ) reflecting the share of the majority group in the sample (I n ),
. Neumark (1988) proposes a least-squares criterion to estimate a weighting matrix from the pooled sample of all the groups distinguished,
, where X is the observation matrix, P is the observation vector of the response variable and is the OLS estimate obtained from the pooled sample. βN eumark (1988) and Oaxaca & Ransom (1994) show that the extent of the unexplained part is sensitive to the choice of a non-discriminatory structure. In our case, the unexplained part of location-choice differentials would cover preferences as indicated. Hence, an indifferent preference structure may be equivalent to a non-discriminatory wage structure. There is, however no unambiguous criterion to define an indifferent-preference structure. We therefore calculated alternative decompositions using three weighting matrixes: in the first and second cases, an indifferent-preference structure is assumed to be equal to the preference structure of natives and immigrant groups respectively. In other words, the location choice of the majority group (natives) or immigrant groups prevails. Alternatively, as Neumark suggests (1988), a common-preference structure derived from the pooled sample of natives and migrants is assumed to represent an indifferent-preference structure. This approach implies that natives and ethnic minorities 17 contribute to an indifferent-preference structure according to their weighted share in the entire population.
Results
To decompose ethnic differentials in the destination-neighbourhood types according to the share of natives, we first estimated selection models with identical variables for natives, western, and non-western migrants using the MLE estimator with selectivity correction. The Parameter estimates for both models are displayed in Table A1 in the appendix. A likelihood-ratio test indicates that the null hypothesis of a zero correlation between the residuals of location choice equation and the selection equation (ρ = 0) can be rejected for the selection models for natives and western migrants, with χ 2 =39.61 for natives and χ 2 =7.75 for western migrants. The independence of the two equations cannot, however, be rejected for non-western migrants, with χ 2 =0.66. This result suggests that the MLE estimation of the selection model provides consistent, asymptotically efficient estimates for all the parameters in the models for natives and western migrants, but for non-western migrants OLS provides unbiased parameter estimates. We therefore estimated the location-choice equation using the OLS estimator not only for nonwestern migrants, but also for natives and western migrants, to show the consequences of ignoring selectivity. The sign of the selection coefficient lambda for natives and migrants is interesting. As expected, it is positive and statistically significant for natives and western migrants, which indicates the positive selectivity of native movers: those who tend to move to neighbourhoods with a large proportion of natives have a higher probability of moving. This result confirms the particular role of the mobility of the dominant group in the sorting process (Clark, 1991) . The lambda coefficient is not statistically significant for non-western migrants.
Using MLE and OLS estimates, we calculated alternative decompositions for the differentials between native and non-western migrants, and between native and western migrants, based on the same type estimator. Subsequently, relying on the above information about the consistent and efficient estimates for natives and non-western migrants, we calculated the decompositions for these groups using the MLE estimates for natives and the OLS estimates for non-western migrants. Hence, the discrepancy between the results from this last estimation and the results obtained from the OLS or MLE estimates with selectivity correction will implicitly reflect the differential resulting from the selection of native movers. The results of the decomposition analyses are presented in table 5. As mentioned above, three weighting matrixes are used to calculate explained and unexplained parts of the differentials in the native share of the destination neighbourhood. The first column in table 5 refers to the weighting matrix applied. The first and second decompositions are obtained from the weighting matrix assuming that the majority and migrants respectively are the reference. The third decomposition uses the pooled sample as the reference. The figures in bold are significant at the .05 level
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Consider first the estimated differentials between natives and non-western migrants. The predicted mean differentials obtained from OLS and the selection models are fairly small: 18.65 and 16.77 points respectively. These predictions are very close to the observed differential as shown in table 1. The distribution of the differential across explained and unexplained parts varies slightly across the type of weighting matrix applied. The contribution of observed characteristics rises slightly when the immigrant group is taken as the reference, whereas the unexplained part is relatively higher when natives are the reference. Since an indifferentpreference structure is derived from the pooled sample, the proportion of the explained part is even greater than these two extreme cases. In this case, 62 to 65 percent of native-immigrant mobility differences (about 11 percentage points) is explained by observed characteristics. The remaining 35 percent is likely to be upper bound for the difference owing to preferences. This last approach that relies on the composition of current society as whole rather than taking natives or migrants as reference, probably gives a more realistic picture. This result is similar to the outcome for Asians (53 percent) in the study of Bayer and colleagues (2004) , who used a different strategy from that applied in this study. They could explain 92.5 percent of the segregation for Hispanics and approximately 30 percent for Whites and Blacks.
The results obtained from OLS and selectivity-corrected MLE estimators are small, as mentioned above. However, the distribution of the differential across 'explained' and 'unexplained' is much more pronounced when the decompositions are based on the selectivity-corrected MLE model for natives and OLS estimator for non-western migrants, according to the criteria of unbiased parameter estimates as discussed above. This last method provides a lower differential than the other estimates do: 7.96 versus 18.65 and 16.77 percentage points. The entire differential is derived from observed characteristics when the indifferent-preference structure is supposed to be derived from the pooled sample. Comparing this result with the decomposition based on the OLS estimator may suggest that a decomposition-based OLS estimator overestimates the nativeimmigrant difference by about 10 percentage points and the relative share of unexplained differential when the selectivity bias of native movers is not considered. These results also imply that ethnic residential segregation is mainly derived from the selective mobility behaviour of natives. Movers among non-western migrants are not self-selected considering the ethnic composition of neighbourhoods, neither positively nor negatively.
Among the variables used in the models, the segregation indicator for the origin neighbourhood approximated by the concentration of non-western migrants is of particular importance. The estimated coefficient for this variable is negative and statistically significant for the models of natives and migrants. The segregation indicator variable contributes substantially to the nativenon-western differential explained by the characteristics: about 5 to 7 points (more than half the explained total). This implies that the residents of more segregated neighbourhoods are less likely to choose neighbourhoods with a higher share of natives. Since a relatively greater share of migrants reside in neighbourhoods with a heavy concentration of non-western migrants, the impact of the segregation variable becomes dominant in the decomposition results for nonwestern migrants.
The difference in the mobility patterns of natives and western migrants is less pronounced: about 6 percentage points, when the decomposition is based on the OLS estimates. Two thirds of this difference cannot be explained by observed characteristics. The difference is more than 5 percent when the selectivity-corrected MLE model is stressed. Again, two thirds of this differential is unexplained. It is worthy of note that this difference is estimated less precisely. This implies that the difference between natives and western migrants cannot be explained from different characteristics of these groups, but probably to a large extent from preferences.
Differences across distances and generations
Since migrants are concentrated in some neighbourhoods of large cities and a large part of the mobility is short-distance oriented, one may expect the probability for migrants to move to another immigrant neighbourhood to be relatively large. Moreover, the short-distance mobility is driven by considerations to improve housing quality, while long-distance mobility is often brought about by labour market events. Non-western migrants are usually relatively low skilled, and less well-educated people would be less likely to move to another place because of a new job. This tendency may colour our results. To test the consistency of our results with respect to distance, we calculated our estimates separately for short-and long-distance mobility dichotomizing the mobility into within and between municipalities. Table 6 displays the decomposition results for short-and long-distance movers, based on the OLS estimates 3 . It is immediately apparent that the differences in the mobility patterns of natives and non-western migrants are larger for short-distance mobility than for long-distance mobility (20 versus 14 percentage points). A substantial part of this difference ─ that is, 16 of the 20 percentage points ─ can be explained by different characteristics, while a relatively smaller part of the difference in the long-distance mobility is explained by observed characteristics ─ that is, 4 of the 14 percentage points. This result confirms our intuition that migrants who intend to mix with natives tend to move to neighbourhoods at a relatively longer distance away. The figures in bold is significant at the .05 level.
Up to this point, the study has not distinguished between first-and second-generation migrants. According to the spatial assimilation theory, which predicts closer geographical proximity between the second generation and natives compared with the first generation, these two groups could differ in their mobility behaviour (South et al., 2005; Massey and Denton, 1985) . We therefore conducted separate analyses for the first-and second-generation migrants; they are reported in table 5. The results are fairly similar for the first and second generations of nonwestern migrants in terms of both the size and the composition of the difference. This implies that there is no indication of spatial assimilation of the second-generation non-western migrants. On the other hand, the mobility pattern of the second generation of western migrants does not differ significantly from that of natives if the share of natives in the destination neighbourhood is 10 percentage points lower. This figure suggests the full assimilation of the second generation of western migrants, in contrast with their parents.
Conclusions
We have examined the spatial-mobility patterns of natives and migrants using rich individual administrative data. The observed spatial mobility among non-western migrants is almost twice the mobility rate of natives; the probabilities of moving are 14 versus 7.7 percent. The propensity to move is relatively high among natives who reside in neighbourhoods with a higher share of non-western migrants. The estimates indicate a segregatory tendency among non-western migrants and natives. The native movers tend to choose neighbourhoods with a higher share of natives, while non-western migrants are less likely to choose native neighbourhoods.
The study shows that the native movers and immigrant movers from western countries are positively selected: those who are more likely to move to neighbourhoods with a larger share of natives have a higher probability of moving in any case. The mobility of non-western migrants seems not to be selective. The decomposition analysis predicted a difference of around 17 to 18 percentage points in the percentage of natives in the destination neighbourhood between native and non-western movers. About 65 percent of this differential can be explained by nativeimmigrant differences in observed characteristics and the rest is unexplained. This unexplained component may largely be derived from preferences, discrimination, and some unobserved 21 ethnic-specific restrictions in the housing market. It is evident that the maximum of preferences may be around 35 percent. The exact share of preferences and discrimination is, however, hard to document. It has been shown that the origin neighbourhood is influential in determining the native concentration in the destination neighbourhood. The inhabitants of neighbourhoods with a higher share of non-western migrants are less likely to move to areas where the concentration of natives is high.
The analysis shows that migrants tend to mix with natives relatively more when they move to other municipalities (long-distance move) rather than remain within the same municipality (shortdistance moves). In addition, the role of preferences is relatively large for the long-distance movers. Considering the spatial assimilation of migrants in terms of geographical proximity with natives, the mobility pattern of the first and second generation is fairly similar for non-western migrants. This similarity suggests that there is no evidence of the spatial assimilation of nonwestern migrants across the generations. On the contrary, the mobility behaviour of the secondgeneration western migrants is similar to that of natives, while the first generation tends to move to neighbourhoods where the share of natives is some percentage points lower. That result means that the second generation of western migrants bridges the gap between their parents and the majority population. 
